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REASONS FOR REQUESTING PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REVIEW 

Claims 1, 3-24, 26-31, 47-52 and 57-61 are currently pending in the application and listed 
on pages 2-1 1 of the Response to Office Action filed by Applicants on December 2, 2009. In the 
Final Office Action dated March 9, 2010, the Patent Office maintained the rejections of all 
pending claims under 35 USC § 103(a). 

In particular, claims 1 and 3-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,442,241 Bl to Tsumpes et al. (hereinafter Tsumpes); claims 
47-49 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsumpes in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,504,479 to Lemons (hereinafter Lemons); claims 20-24, 26-31 and 50-52 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Lemons in view of Tsumpes and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,826,173 to Kung et al. (hereinafter Kung); claims 57-61 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lemons in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,667,688 to Menard (hereinafter Menard); claims 20-24, 26-31, 47-52 and 57-61 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,400,265 to 
Saylor (hereinafter Saylor) in view of Kung and further in view of Tsumpes. 

Tsumpes generally discloses a notification system 10 comprising a controller 12 that detects 
changes in the status of various sensors 1 1 connected thereto (col. 4, lines 53-64). "The controller 
12 communicates with a central monitoring station 13 through several alternate communication 
channels" (col. 4, lines 65-67). "The controller 12 is programmed to format the sensor signal into 
DTMF or DDP and select the appropriate communications network or channel on which to 
transmit, depending on which communication channel is installed or chosen and which sensor and 
the type of sensor that is triggered" (col. 5, lines 35-40). The Final Office Action indicates that 
Tsumpes teaches a wireless transceiver 19 and/or a radio frequency RF transceiver 20 to transmit the 
digital data packet DDP to the central monitoring station 13, and the Patent Office takes the position 
that this disclosure fairly suggests that networks 19, 20 are parallel and redundant for substantially 
simultaneously transmitting the DDP to the central monitoring station 13. 

Lemons generally discloses an integrated security system 10 with first and second 
communication channels 36, 50 that are both connected between a facility 12 and a monitoring 
center 38. The first communication channel 36 is "primary", and the second communication 
channel 50 is "backup" that is used only when the primary channel 36 "fails, is not available, or is 
interrupted." Thus, Lemons teaches alternative channels 36, 50, each designed to transmit video and 
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audio alarm information from the facility 12 to the monitoring center 38. The Patent Office takes 
the position that it would be obvious to modify the automated, parallel and redundant system of 
Tsumpes into the system of Lemons to provide expeditious and efficient handling of time 
sensitive events and reduce response time in emergency situations. 

Menard generally discloses an alarm system 10 that is operable to substantially 
simultaneously transmit alarm notifications along Path A to an end-user 30 and along Path B to a 
central station 20, as schematically depicted in Figure 1. The end-user 30 can then communicate 
directly with the central station 20 along Path C using a personal communication device 40 to either 
verify or cancel the alarm before an emergency agency is dispatched. Thus, Menard discloses a 
system having two communication Paths A, B along which an alarm condition may be 
simultaneously transmitted to two different destinations. The Patent Office takes the position that 
one of ordinary skill in the art would modify the first and second networks (Paths A, B) of Menard 
into the security system of Lemons for automatically transmitting notification of a detected alarm to 
the user. 

Saylor generally discloses a security system 100 comprising control panels 120, 122, 124 
that transmit alarm information from various types of security devices to a central security 
network 130, as schematically depicted in Figure 1 (col. 4, lines 18-28). 
/. Improper Rejections - No Prima Facie Case of Obviousness 

No prima facie case of obviousness has been established as to any of the pending claims 
at least because the references fail to teach or suggest all of the claimed limitations. In KSR Int 7 
Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., the United States Supreme Court noted that an obviousness determination is 
based upon a "proper application of Graham" which begins with a determination of whether the 
cited prior art contains all the elements of the contested claims. See Graham v. John Deere Co. 
of Kansas City, 383 U.S. at 22 (an obviousness determination begins with a finding that "the 
prior art as a whole in one form or another contains all" the elements of the claimed invention.). 
SeeKSRInt'l Co. v. Teleflex, Inc., 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1741-42 (2007). 

A. Rejections of Claims 1, 3-24, 26-31 and 47-52 

Claim 1 recites that different alarm data is substantially simultaneously transferred between 
the security gateway and the security system server along each of two networks. In particular, claim 
1 recites that a security system server is operatively coupled to a security gateway through first and 
second networks, that the security gateway is configured to transfer alarm information consisting 
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of an Alarm Video and a first notification of the alarm condition to the security system server in 
substantially real time through only the first network; that the security gateway is further 
configured to transfer to the security system server a second notification of the alarm condition 
through the second network substantially simultaneously with transferring the alarm information 
to the security system server through the first network; and that the security system server 
thereby receives the Alarm Video, the first notification of the alarm condition, and the second 
notification of the alarm condition from the security gateway. Thus, according to independent 
claim 1, different alarm data is substantially simultaneously transferred between the security 
gateway and the security system server through the first network and the second network, 
respectively. Namely, both a notification of the alarm condition and the Alarm Video are 
transferred through the first network, whereas only a notification of the alarm condition is 
transferred through the second network. 

Similarly, claim 20 recites that the security gateway is configured to transfer to the 
security system server alarm information consisting of a first notification of the alarm condition 
and the Alarm Video in substantially real time only through a second network; and that the 
security gateway is further configured to transfer to the security system server a second 
notification of the alarm condition through a third network substantially simultaneously with 
transferring the alarm information to the security system server through the second network; and 
that the security system server is configured to receive the Alarm Video through the second 
network, to receive the first notification of the alarm condition through the second network, and 
to receive the second notification of the alarm condition through the third network. Thus, 
according to independent claim 20, different alarm data is substantially simultaneously transferred 
between the security gateway and the security system server through the second network and the 
third network, respectively. Namely, both a notification of the alarm condition and the Alarm 
Video are transferred through the second network, whereas only a notification of the alarm 
condition is transferred through the third network. 

Applicants respectfully submit that none of the cited references Tsumpes, Lemons, 
Menard, Kung and/or Saylor, either alone or in combination, teaches or suggests each and every 
element of independent claims 1 and 20 at least because none of these references teaches 
transferring Alarm Video associated with an alarm condition through only one of two networks 
substantially simultaneously with transferring alarm notifications of the alarm condition through 
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both of the two networks. The Patent Office relies on Tsumpes for disclosure of simultaneous 
transmission of alarm information over two networks. However, to the extent that Tsumpes 
discloses simultaneous transmission of alarm information via the wireless transceiver 19 and the 
radio frequency RF transceiver 20, it is the same digital data packet DDP transmitted through both 
transceivers 19, 20. Accordingly, Tsumpes neither teaches nor suggests simultaneously transmitting 
different alarm data through the two transceivers 19, 20 according to claims 1 and 20, and such a 
system would not be obvious in view of Tsumpes, alone or in combination with any of the other 
cited references. Accordingly, Applicants submit that claims 1, 3-24, 26-31 and 47-52 are in 
condition for allowance over the cited references of record. 
B. Rejections of Claims 57-61 

Claim 57 recites that the security gateway is configured to transfer to the security system 
server alarm information consisting of a first notification of the alarm condition and the Alarm 
Video through a first network, the security gateway is configured to transfer to a monitoring center a 
second notification of the alarm condition without transferring the Alarm Video through a second 
network, and the monitoring center is configured to transfer to the security system server a third 
notification of the alarm condition. Thus, according to independent claim 57, the security 
gateway transfers both a notification of the alarm condition and the Alarm Video to the security 
system server, whereas the security gateway only transfers a notification of the alarm condition 
to the monitoring center, and the monitoring center only transfers a notification of the alarm 
condition to the security system server. Therefore, the security system server receives the Alarm 
Video and two notifications of the alarm condition, and the monitoring center both receives and 
transfers a notification of the alarm condition. 

Applicants submit that none of the cited references Tsumpes, Lemons, Menard, Kung 
and/or Saylor, either alone or in combination, teaches or suggests each and every element of 
independent claim 57 at least because none of these references discloses a security gateway 
transferring both an Alarm Video and a first notification of an alarm condition to a security system 
server through a first network, the security gateway transferring a second notification of the alarm 
condition without the Alarm Video to a monitoring center through a second network, and the 
monitoring center transferring a third notification of the alarm condition to the security system 
server. Accordingly, Applicants submit that claims 57-61 are in condition for allowance over the 
cited references of record. 
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II. Preservation of Additional Grounds for Appeal 

In an effort to simplify the issues for consideration by the panel, Applicants have focused 
this discussion on the scope of the independent claims. However, Applicants reserve the right to 
pursue additional grounds for appeal should the panel elect to uphold the rejections. 
/Z7. Summary 

Applicants submit that the grounds for rejection are improper at least because the cited 
references fail to teach or suggest all of the claimed limitations. Consequently, the references 
fail to render the pending claims obvious as required by 35 USC § 103(a). Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejections be withdrawn and the pending claims be 
allowed. 



Respectfully submitted, 
CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 



Date: May 10. 2010 
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